
31. That gap is well illustrated both by shortcomings in the

list of "potential solutions" that Pacific Bell claims, on page

57 of its Reply Comments, to have implemented, and by Pacific

Bell's failure to implement the two recommendations that Pacific

Bell mentions on page 58. Pacific Bell is proud of having

restricted call forwarding to certain types of numbers -- 0+, 0-,

011, 10XXX, 900, N11, and 976. But it has NOT blocked calls to

950-XXXX and 800j950-XXXX numbers. That failure enables

fraudulent callers to make calling-card calls from areas where

card-calls to specific locations have been blocked by the card

issuer because of high incidence of fraud. The LEC, of course,

collects access charges for those fraudulent calls. The items on

page 58, which Pacific Bell has not implemented, would also

assist in curtailing fraudulent calls. Those switch upgrades

would limit the number of calls that could simUltaneously be

fraUdulently forwarded from a particular phone, and would limit

the frequency with which the forwarded number from a particular

phone could be changed. Further, although Pacific Bell claims to

have implemented the SS7 detection program, to our knowledge it

has not actually done so except in a few trial locations -- not

widely enough so that it could actually be effective in fraud

prevention. 23

23 rd. at 57. A further example, in Pacific Bell's Reply
Comments, of drawing inferences not supported by the facts is the
implication that one arrest in November of 1994 and six arrests
in March of 1995 have led to a decrease in the number of call
forwarding fraud cases. rd. at 58. Based on these limited data,
it is quite a stretch to suggest that those arrests have had any
significant effect on call-forwarding fraud.
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32. To the extent that Pacific Bell has implemented fraud

control processes, the primary motivation for doing so has not

actually been the prevention of fraud. Rather, the motivation

apparently arises from two primary sources: pressure from other

organizations and the effects on Pacific Bell customers of

fraud-prevention mechanisms put in place by entities other than

Pacific Bell. To wit:

- One influence was the numerous conferences and meetings

sponsored by MCI's Carrier Relations and other personnel

involved in LEC Billing and Technical Security issues, as

well as other IXCs, held to encourage expansion of the

Sleuth capabilities to address a more complete range of

fraud problems.

- The second influence was complaints from Pacific Bell

card holders who were justifiably upset that the Pacific

Bell card worked differently depending on which IXC network

carried the traffic. Each IXC was forced to block card calls

in areas where fraudulent abuse was rampant, because Pacific

Bell had not accepted liability for fraud associated with

Pacific Bell's calling cards. The IXCs' blocking decisions

differed from one IXC to another, depending on their own

evaluation of the fraud risks in a given area. If the IXCs

were indemnified for those fraud losses, or the losses were

minimized by effective fraud control on the part of Pacific

- 24-



Bell, then the IXCs would not be driven to block RBOC

calling card calls, and the performance of the RBoe card

product would be improved.

33. The basic point here is that Pacific Bell's anti-fraud

efforts have generally been implemented only in response to

outside pressures, after the fraud problems that should have

been addressed in the initial product design had become major

problems to other providers. The problems are typically not

addressed in the initial product designs, in spite of pointers

and recommendations from those entities that are forced to bear

the burden of fraud produced via those products. MCI very much

supports the actions of PUCs in rejecting or questioning tariffs

in which fraud potentials have not been fUlly addressed. We hope

that such actions will help to motivate RBOCs to address fraud

problems in advance, rather than after the fact.

VII.

Final Conclusions

34. The position Pacific Bell has tried to portray does not

correspond to the reality of the fraud control processes in TFPC

and in the telecommunications industry generally. I have been a

member of the TFPC for more than five years, and have personally

observed the degree to which RBOCs implement the fraud prevention

measures recommended by that body. Further, I have noted that the

expertise of at least some RBOC representatives in matters of

- 25-



fraud responsibility and the effects of fraud on IXCs is

questionable. For example, the TFPC co-chair mentioned in the

Pacific Bell response24
-- a representative of Pacific Bell

was not aware of such an elementary point as the fact that IXCs

pay access charges to Pacific Bell and the other LECs, until just

this year, when it came up in a discussion about an article that

addressed the sUbject. Obviously, that representative was not in

a position to understand the nature or the magnitude of fraud

costs that would be borne by IXCs because of RBOC products for

which IXCs not only receive no revenue, because of fraudulent use

of the products, but are also required to pay access charges to

RBOCs for the "privilege" of carrying the associated non-revenue

traffic!

35. The TFPC recommendations have not been adequately

effective in preventing fraud. This is not only because of flawed

recommendations, although, as discussed above, some of those

recommendations are less than ideal, but also because those

recommendations are often not implemented by those companies that

are in the best position to effectively address the fraud.

Whether consciously or unconsciously, the RBOCs often use TFPC as

a mechanism for discussion, rather than action, on

fraUd-prevention issues.

24 Pacific Bell Reply Comments at 56.
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36. MCr attempts to limit the fraud impacts of LEC products

by restricting the use of those products when the threat can be

recognized. Obviously, Mcr would prefer to carry the traffic

associated with these LEC products, rather than having to limit

their implementation due to excessive fraud risks. But MCr cannot

do so in a competitive environment when the LEC products generate

so much fraud costs. The major source of fraud loss risk for Mcr

and the other rxcs is LEe products and line services.

Further Affiant saith not.

. /) (,~ -r J
.. "J<ik:~ P'b

Davl.d P. Jordan """--"'--------

Subscribed and sworn to before me
c:::-,l' , t·. .

this ,J day of !, llLu':·C\...., 1996
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RJl:: U • "''1' <X*ICOJf'ICA'1'IONS, I)lc. - TAlan PILING TO IKTRODUCE
HDf CUSTOM CALLING lPI:A1"t1RBS (DOCD:T MO. &-1051-'4-298)·

on AU9Ust 24, 1994, U 8 WIST Coaaunication. , Ino, (U S WEST)
~iled t4r1tt r~i.ion. ~o intreduc. new CUatoa Callin~ fea~ur.5.
The CGUl1••ion initially 5u.ponded the filing for ~o Clays (Decision
No. !8791, "at:ed s.p~eaJ:)er 21 r 1994) and turt:har SUspen4e<1 the
fi11n; for en additional 180 days (Deal.lon BO. 588J3, dated
NOVellMZ' ~, 1"4). The interexdaang8 c~ri.r6 (IXCa) had expressed
ooncern that. the proposed new features oould r ••ult. in 1noreasea
billed, 1:»u1; uncolloote4, oharge. for tel.phone oalls and the
auapena10n plrioc1 wu to allow 0 • US'!' and the IXC. the
oppo~un1ty to meet and d.t.~lnQ if the .orvice could ~ _.de
aoe8pta))l. 'to ))Otrl.

Th. p:ropo.~ new CWltOJll Callinq f ••tour.. are a.mote Ageese
rorwm:ding (MF) and Scheduled PorwardincJ (81"). Both t'ea~ure8
permit custoa-=- too ~orward incoainCJ 0«11s to another number.
While t:he pZ'OP'-.J.)l. call forwarding _rvices tbat are currently
aV.lla~l. mutrt be ac:tivwted aM deaot.ivatod tr028 ~e suD~cribor'5
awn phone, with the servlc:es propoaeCS in thi. filinq, custOlners can
activate, d••ctlvate, or c::banq. their "torwarc1 to" number from any
tone d1alin; phone by dialing a local m'~ end U8in~ a
subecr1ber1P8Gific personal identlfioe1:.ion mIIIl:H!r (PIN).. The
local~ provid.. ~QC... ~ an au~o..ted sy.t.. wbich use. a
5er1.. of proapt. ~o guide C:US~OIleJ:. to aaJce obang.. via the phone
lc.eypa4 at any location. with Scheduled Forwarding, sUbSer1ber8 can
also preprogrut the .yst_ and ached\11. in advance .pec1t1c t1me6,
daY' on4 destination numbers to Whioh th.i~ incominq cells will
forward.

The XXc. are oanc8Z"fte4 because these • ..-lioea allow eue'tomer.
to aet!va1:e, de«ot1vate, or ahsfl9- t:he "forward ~. nuaber :frOB any
tone dialing pbone, not just trom the aubacr1be:r:'a phone.
Aooorc1!nQ to tIw IXC., .because of the rCllOte .cee.. ~pability, RAP
ana SP would ~ Bore -eaeily used bY third parties to fraudulently
aQoeee an4 us••\II)scriJ:)ers· phone numbers to DU. unauthorized
calle w1thou~ the Jalowle<1qe ot th- customer. naudulent oalls are
an important issue to IXCI5 ~~U8. nQt only do they not get
.el~8ed for the use of their network on such calla, but ~lso

have to pay oriqiaatinCJ and t:Elrlninating access "to tho loc~l

Qxchange carr1ers rot:" these rraudulent calls; on whIch the IXCs
receive no oompenAation.
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U S lIUf:, however, Mlieve. ~1: the pzoopoeect ••rvl088, Whlch
ingorpor.~eAdVaaoe4 tn1:.111••I1~ .etvork ("1M) caP&bi11tle. &~ab ••
eMfUlae4 wl1 trau4 s=-nlnq aM call rozvardinq r ..trict1on.,
"ill PI''''CI~ anr sitplirlaant level ot fJ:'au<1 troa ocowrrin9 in
oonjunc:tion with the propotlecS -.rv1a.. ACcoriiJ\9 'to tha IXo.,
sivn111aant ~r.ucJ b.. OCCNn'tid wltb _ot. AOOeIlS 1:0 call
Jlorwu41ng (MCP) wJ:U.gb 18 • aervice off__ JIy ot:her RBOCs an4" 1.
&Wlar to MI. 11 C WIST bove.-r, dlf'ferenti.~.. 1t8 proposed
servioaa ~r. a1JUlar .eniaes, like RAOF, by paintlnq out that
Mel' 18 a central offic. ba.ed .ArVice t.bat do•• not utilize Ilfty of
~e AIR toll O:-.Ud aareenlnq cap.~iliti•• that are built into ita
prOP088d RAP and sr servic•••

on ••bruary 9, 1195, U • W!ST rev1aed its Auguat 24, 1994,
~ilin9. At statt's ~e.t, the proposed tarift wa. ~.vi.eQ to
include. li.t of restricrtac! 0«11 torwUdift4J d_t1nation. ror call.
forttardecl J"y JtAF or 81'. U 8 WI''1' ba. agreed to reatrlat line.
equipped "i1:h RU' or SF frost fonar<U.ng 1:0 4..~1n.~lons t.ba~ have
typically been used to ClCIII'l.~e ~raUdulen't calls. Inoluded in 1oh.
l!a~ of rM'tric~e<l calls are: inbarnat10nel call.; 800, 700, 900,
850, =' 176 oa11a: all operat= ...t_tee! c:t1alinq arrangaent:••uch
•• 0+ and 0-1 1f11 and 55S-13J.2 intonult.ion call5; third-nUJIMr
billed ca118; .peed dialed calls. Additionally, no acre than four
oal1s per bou%' would be allowed ~o J)e torwarde4S under ~i. service.

The IXC. have reoo-aen4e« that in .4cl1tion t:a the restricrtad
call forwardin9 ~..tination. propo.-d in U S WR8T's r*Vlaiona of
:february '. lit! r 0 S lfU'1' pzrevent th_ forwarding ot call. throuqh
JtAF and GP ~o paypllonas. Aoeord1nq to U a nI'l', ~ technioal
CWlpab11i~ ~o prev-.m au and IF trOll forwarding "11& too p41yphonc8
clCHlS not aurr.,,~ly exi.t•.tNt i. bein9 d....lope4 and. wIll be
avai1abl. w1t:h1n approxiutely s£ox (6) 1lO~.. lJ.'Ibe rxe••~. alao,
concerned that. • 61CJ11itleant ft-""" of fraudulent collect oalls Jlay
t. c:oIIPle~ed uiftcJ th•••••rvioe.. an4 bave request:ed thoat U S wuer
r ..tr!c~ thea also, U 8 waIT, however, real. that the ability to
torwu4 oo11eot oalla i. an 1mpo~.nt amaponent ot thi8 .ervige and
that a 1«1:9- pan of trauc!ulen1: colleot oalls are .ade to pay
~.l.phone.. Preven~lng ca1111 trOll being forward.cl to pay
-t.elepboftes f thera, would siqnitieantly reduee the potential for
fraud on oolleot call. torvarded by RAP or Sf•

.For each line, wai"... or 1"••i4enoe. equipped with It••ote
Acoe.. Jl'o~rd1119 and Sobeduled Fo%"farding, 1:he proposed monthly
eharg•• are $6.95 and $1.95, re.pectively. 0 S WEST proposes to
vaive the .tandarcl $1~.OO i"stall&t1on char98 in an .reG durinq a
90 day in~rodu~lon periOd. In a441tion, it durinq the firs~ 60
days from 1natallation, the customer ie not satisfied with the
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aervice, the cnastoaer .., obdfe to Cl .if'f__~ 0.11 rorward1ng
..-v1a. .~ no adcllt.ional "~e oZ' 0' 8 WIST will oredit ~.
auetOll8&"'. acoov.nt. 1:be GlOat. billed tor the ••"loe.

l'tatf baa re..1.".. 0' 8 an'_ 8uppo.-tiftCJ 11\~eZ'llatdon·and ha.
cktterll1ned that ~. pz'epCletICI raas exCHMMl the aasts or Pl'WicUnq
the Ml'Yioe.. atatf na~. !:bat tbe tariff be -Wnw.d., as
rev1..., Oft &1l in~.rill baa1. fw • period of tvel'Y8 (UJ) acm1:h••
staff 1. r.~ndlft' lnt:.erill approval 80 tba~ JtAF and IF can be
offered on • t:rial baai.. ft. P\U'Po•• of the t.~i.al i. to 98UfJe the
effect the propo••CS sel"Yloe. hava Oft ~11 fraud levels.

statt turther~ the follow1n9:

* That <luring 'the trial period, 11 8 qrr provide the
xxca t,h. ~.l.pb.one n~n of eub80ribers t.o MF .nd
81'. s\1bacriNZ'St ".lephone nWdaer_ woUld w provided
too the IXCa under. the taru ot II prgteot1V8 a,reeaent.
'l'bi. n\Dlber ift~or1Ut.lon weNleS be used by the xxe.
eolely for the~.. of 1csentityiftCJ .\J.pec~ 1:011
trau4 ••s001.t.4 w10th th... urviCM. Th* IXC. ahould
notify 0 S WU'1' it .an)' ai..lflaant. frawl occurs within
three (3) voJ:1cin9 «ar-. a~:'1be~ shoulCS be
notitied that thi. 1nforaa~lon i- being provided to
the lXQJ.

• 'fba~ t1 8 WI:ST IIOIlltor and c:olleot any ,b,tontation
vhiob~n" O&" quantif1•• :RAP 01' SF f~au<! suoh &&
any CNstOller b1111ftg .cS~U~ aa4. DeoaU•• ot
auueoteCl toll h'aud ••Heia1:ed vitli th... services.
1'tU.. tnfonat.iOft will allow V S Q8T ~ identity any
RAP uId IF t'raUCS that occur.. Alao, the intormation
oel1tJOtec! can be UHd at the end ot the ~1.1 period
to quan~ity the .t~eot th_ propoHC:I eervioes hay.
had em toll fraud l ...ls durift9 t:!le trial.

• 'fba1: 11 8 WEST ~ be al10Wld ~o cbarf. the IXe. for
tIM ace••• chal'q'e portion of those UJ' and SJI' call.
a«4. durln9 ~ ...1.1 per10d which were fz:oaudulent ..
AceoriinCjly, a't ~ end of ~. ~r1.al peri04 t1 8 WEST
"ill "ad!t tbe IXCS tor any acct•• that has been paid
in conjunction "i1:1l a frau4ulen~ RAJ' or SF call.

• T.hat ftlnoty (90) dAy. prior tg tbe end of the 1nt.ri~
approval period, U S WBST .bould rile for pe~neftt

approval or the ~aritt tiling it it 80 desires. At
this tillle, U S WEST .h0\1l4 subaU: the information it
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collected d11Z'iftCl the utal coacern= 1ft.tances of
~oll ~~aud and any actions it b.. en ~o further
a1.nJa18 fraud.

• 'l'hat. tJ • WEST irurtall the c.pUl11~y 111 its network t.o
prevent oa11 fontar41ft9 by RAP an« SF ~ payphGn••
vl~i.n "vel) (1) .aontbs o~ the cSatoe ot thla Co_is.ion
Order. If ~ a naT .xpecb tJl.~ it e«nnot _et this
J,-8ClUirelMJl~, sufI furt.heJr l".Q~.n4& that. U S WEST be
~~1red ~ rile for an ext.~ion of ~1me ~c-.et

'da~.~~ on or Mfore OGtober 1, 1,995 .. and it
the extensioft i5 not reqoe.~ed, or denied, tbat U S
WZST be r8q\llre4 to .".pend otterincjl ~h. RAF lind SF
aerviQe8 until the eoapany ha. oertified to commission
Staff that it oan prevttDt call.. forwardlDd ))y AAr and
Sf fro- roaching pay telephones.

* Tnat U 8 WEST 1ntona all 8ubllor1J:lera t.o 1tAF and SF of
1:~ 1:r1al period ane! tha~ perJl8neftt approval of t=he
.~lc.. 1. not a••ured.

~&••~
Gary YaCZUinto
Dir~ol'
util1t1.. Dlv~aian

QYz D8: IhbI eat

OR:l:G:tKATOR: Del Smith
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DIRECT TESTIMOl'fY OF KE."f P. SOLOMON

Q. PLEASE STA TE '(OUR NAME, POSI~ION AND ADDRESS,

J

5

6

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

'(

17

i 8

20

A.

Q.

A.

Q.

A.

Q.

A.

Q.

A.

My name is Ken Solomon My position is Director of the Telecommunications

Department of the New Mexico StaTe Corporation Commission. My address

-'is: P.O, Drawer 1269, Santa Fe. Nevv Mexico 87504-1269.

DO YOU HA\iE A DETAILED ST A~EMENT OF QUALIFICATIONS AND

EXPEF~IENCES IN THE AREAS OF PUBUC UTIUTf REGULATION?

Yes, such a statement is included n Appendix A, atlached to this testimony.

IN PREPARING YOUR TESTIMONY '-NHAT DOCUMENTS AND INFORMA.TION

HAVE YOU REVIEWED?

I have reviewed the direct testimony of Ms Peggy Nownes who filed testimony

on behalf U S WEST Communications (the Company), Mr. David Jordan for

MCI, Ms. Lilli Calcara for SPRINT and any and all exhibits attached to the

aforementioned testimony.

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY IN THIS PROCEEDING?

The purpose of my testimony is to put forth Staff's position regarding the

Scheduled Forwarding (SF) services

HAVE SPRINT AND MCI RAISED CONCERNS ABOUT THE POSSIBIUTY OF

FRAUD ASSOCIATED WITH THESE PRODUCTS?

Yes they have.

see Docket No 95-392-TC
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15
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19

20

Q.

A.

Q.

A.

Q.

A.

DIRECT TESTUY10N"'( OF KEN P. SOLOMON

HAS THE COMPANY ADEQUA'iEL'/ ADDRESSED ALL OF THE CONCERNS

RAISED BY THE iNTEREXCHANGE COMPANIES (IXC'S)?

No, I do not believe that it has.

COULD YOU PLEASE DISCUSS THE SSUES SURROUNDING FRAUD IN MORE

DETAIL?

Certainly. The Company stated in '8stimony that the problems raised by the

IXC's associated with third party billing, forwarding to a restric;:ed line and

customer authentication have been solved and that they are unaware of any

toll fraud problems in any of the eight states where the Company currently

provides the service (Nownes Direct, pg. 17, Ins 17-20). Yet, the Company

is unwilling to indemnify the IXC's for any toll fraud that may occur (Jordan

Direct, pg. 5, Ins. 5-121. In fact Ms. Calcara claims that in the second quarter

of 1995 alone SPRINT has suffered toll loses in the amount of $330,000 as a

result of Call Forwarding and RAF/SF in the U S WEST's territory.

COULD YOU PLEASE DISCUSS YOUR RECOMMENDATIONS REGARDING

AUTHENTlCATlON OF RAF AND SF SERVICE ORDERS WHICH WOULD HELP

TO PREVENT TOLL FRAUD?

Yes. In order 'to authenticate a genuine order for the services in question the

Company could simply take the customers order and then follow this up with

a confirmation letter sent to the billing address associated with that customer.

sec Docket No 95--392-TC 2



5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

[9

20

Q.

A.

DIRECT TESTIMO~rOF KEJ~ P. SOLOMON

Upon receipt of this letter the customer (a'ler reading the literature explaining

the service) would decide if thev S' I desired the service at which time they

would sign 'he letter and reH,r: 1:'0 the Company. This procedure would

ensure tnat the individual requesting n-'e service is truly the customer to whom

the line is billed Once the customer ~as provided written authorization w the

Company they would be assigned a PIN number which they could then use to

forward cail at anytime without arv fur:her need for repeat authorization.

COULD YOU PLEASE DISCUSS YOUR RECOMMENDATIONS REGARDING

CALLS FORWARDED TO A RESTRICTED liNE AND FORWARDED CALLS THAT

ARE BILLED TO THIRD PARTIES?

Yes. USW does not address the issues of the fraud potential inherent in the

ability of a "fraudster" to forward calista a restricted line in its direct

testimony. This is a problem on an intra as well as on an interstate basis. The

Company d.o.es provide a solution for the potential problems associated with

intrastate third party billing to a forwarded line but does not provide a solution

for in:te.rstate third party billing.

The Staff therefore recommends that before these services are deployed

til e Compan,/ develop and deploy 3 method to ensure that calls cannot be

forwarded to a restricted line. The Staff further recommends that U S WEST

utilize their Line Inforl'11<3tion Data Base to mark telephone lines that have been

sec Docket No. 95-392-Ie 3
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Q.

A.

DIRECT TEST'IiYfONY OF KL'\( P. SOLOMON

forwarded in order to prevent third par·y billing to a line that had been

forwarded (on an interstate basis). As a '8sult, the Sta ff recommends that the

Commission deny the Company's filing until the Company solves the fraud

problems outlined above.

ARE THERE OTHEh ISSUES iNVOLVED WiTH THIS FILING THAT YOU HAVE

NOT DISCUSSED ABOVE?

Yes, there are. The Comoany has proposed that the rates charged to business

and residential customers for these services be priced at the same level. The

Commission has traditionally maintained a price differential between these two

classes of customers and the Staff would recommend thatche Company

continue to maintain this differential The Staff would therefore recommend

that when the Company solves the fraud issues outlined above they then

propose rates for business customers that are higher than the rates charged for

residential customers. The Company has the ability to do this with very little

difficulty considering the large margins involved in this offering.

ll1e Staff also takes issue with the proposal of the Company to include

-' :-J Oay Product Guarame€" in cite [anN. [jua TO the fraud potential detailed

. .
_, A. _,:", .- ... _. , ..... .... ,... ............ ,," ....~ .........'.... ' ~. ".. - . ·h~ Staff th3t if this product is offered

19

20

without the suggested safeguards that a large amount of customer

dissatisfaction could result. One example that comes to mind is a customer

SCC Docket No 95-J92-TC 4
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14
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A.

DIRECT TESTTMONY OF KL'l P. SOLOMON

whose line has been comoromised and as a result has multiple charges on his

or her bill which the customer clairrs is lot their responsibility, This could

lead to a la~ge number of custoMers taking advantage of this 60-day money-

bacl< guarantee, Once the Company has solved these fraud problems Staff

would not necessarily oppose the 6Djay procuet guarantee in the subsequent

filing.

IF THE COMMISSION WISHES TO APPROVE THIS FILING WHAT WOULD THE

STAFF SUGGEST?

The Staff would suggest that the Commission order the Company to abide by

the recommendations that were outlined in the testimony of the Arizona

Corporation Commission that was attached as Exhibit DPJ-1 to Mr. Jordan I S

testimony and reproduced below with modifications to take into account

Staff's concerns regarding the proposed rates and the 60-day product

guarantee:

"
,.1 ,

16

17

18

19

20

determined that the proposed rates exceed the costs of providing the services.

Staff recommends that the tariff ~ approved, (with exception of the suggested

rate differentia1 outlined below). on an interim basis for a period of twelve (12)

months. Staff is recommending interim approval so that RAF and SF can be

offered on a trial basis. The purpose of the trial is to gauge the effect the

sec Docket No. 95-392-TC 5



2

J

4

S

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

DIRECT TESTIMON"Y OF KL'I' P. SOLOMON

proposed services have on toll fraud levels.

Staff further recommends the following:

That during the trial period, U S WEST provide the IXC's the telephone

numbers of subscribers to RAF and SF Subscribers I telephone numbers would

be provided to the IXC's under the terms of a protective agreement. This

number information would be used by t'le IXC's solely for the purpose of

identifying suspected toll fraud associated with these services. The IXC's

should notify U S WEST if any significant fraud occurs within three (3) working

days. Subscribers should be notified that this information is being provided to

the IXC's.

That U S WEST monitor and collect any information which documents

or quantifies RAF or SF fraud such as any customer billing adjustments made

because of suspected toll fraud associated with these services. This

information will allow U S WEST to identify any RAF and SF fraud that occurs.

Also, the information collected can be used at the end of the trial period to

quantify the effect these proposed services have had on toll fraud levels during

the trial.

That U- S WEST not be allowed to charge the IXC's for the access

charge portion of those RAF and SF calls made during the trial period which

were fraudulent. Accordingly, at the end of the trial period U S WEST will

see Docket No. 95-392-TC 6
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credit the IXC's for any access that has been paid in conjunction with a

fraudulent RAF or SF call.

That ninety (90) days prior to rne end of the interim approval period, U

S WEST should file for permanent approval of the tariff filing if it so desires.

At this time, U S WEST should submi r the information it collected during the

trial concerning instances of toll fraud and any actions it has taken to further

minimize fraud.

That U S WEST install the capability in its network to prevent call

forwarding by RAF and SF to payphones within seven (7) months of the date

of this Commission Order. If U S WEST expects that it cannot meet this

requirement, Staff further recommends that U S WEST bA -equired to file for

an extension ot time to meet this requirement in a timely manner, and if the

extension is not requested, or denied, that U S WEST be required to suspend

offering the RAF and SF services until the Company has certified to

Commission Staff that it can prevent calls forwarded by RAF and SF from

reaching pay telephones.

That U S WEST inform all subscribers to RAF and SF of the trial period

and that permanent approval of the- services is not assured.

That U S WEST charge a higher rate for business customers than for

residential customers for each of the proposed services and submit a new

sec Docket No 95-392-TC 7
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proposed tariff for Commission approval,

That the Company keep t'ad< of the number of customers requesting

their money back in regard to the 60-day product guarantee and the revenue

associated with t~is tariff provision

WMMABY OF RECOMMENDAI10NS:

6

7

Q.

A.

PLEASE SUMMARiZE YOUR RECOMMENOATIONS IN THIS DOCKET.

I recommend that:

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

[8

19

20

1 . )

2.)

in order to authenticate a service order for RAF or SF the Company

should take the customers order and then follow this up with a

confirmation letter sent "'0 the billing address associated with that

customer. Upon receipt of this letter the customer would decide if they

still desired the service at which time they would sign the letter and

return it to the Company. This procedure would ensure that the

individual requesting the service is truly the customer to whom the line

is billed. Once the customer has provided written authorization to the

Company they would be assigned a PIN number which they can then

use to forward call at anytime without any further need for repeat

3 ut;'oriz.:; ti on.

The Commission deny the Company's filing until such time as the

Company develops and deploys a method to ensure that calls cannot be

sec Docket No. 95-392-TC 8
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forwarded to a restricted line and, that U S WEST utilize their Line

Information Data Base to mark telephone lines that have been forwarded

in or~er to prevent third party billirg to a line that has been forwarded

(onan interstate basis).

3.) When the Company solves the fraud issues outlined above they then

propose rates for business customers that are higher than the rates

charged for residential customers.

4.) The 60-Day Product Guarantee outlined in the proposed tariff not be

considered until such time as the fraud issues are solved.

5.l In the event that the Commission rejects Staff's primary

recommendations the Commission order the Company to follow the

recommendations that were outlined ·in the testimony submitted to the

Arizona Corporation Commission along with the two additional items

that were added to include the additional concerns the New Mexico

Commission Staff.

DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY?

Yes it does. As in other proceedings before this Commission, I will offer oral

sur-rebuttal testimony at the hearing if appropriate. But after reviewing the

Company's rebuttal testimony, I reserve the right to supplement or modify this

testimony orally on the stand at hearing.

SCC Docket No 95-392-TC 9
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INTRODUC~. RE1.~;)TE ACCESS
FORWARDING AND SCHEDULED
FORWARDING
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I, KEN SOLOMON, being first duly sworn, upon my oath, state that I am the
Director of the Telecommunications Department, State Corporation
Commission, and that the statements contained herein are true and correct to
the b-est of my knowledge, information and belief.

J_;P'"

. -----_/
~:- ~_ .._--- ,,-~--------.-

-":-;_0

KEN P. SOLOMON

STATE OF NEW MEXICO )
) SS.

COUNTY OF SANTA FE )

SUBSCRIBED, SWORN TO AND ACKNOWLEDGED before me this
20th day of September, 1995, by Ken P. Solomon.

My CQmmi~sion Expires:
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TR-TSY-000217
Issue 2, November 1988

1. Introduction

Selective Call Forwarding (SCF), a CLASSSM Feature is an incoming call management feature that
allows customers to define a special list of telephone numbers and a remote station. Incoming calls
that are on the list will be forwarded to the remote station.

This Technical Reference (TR) defines Bellcore's view of generic requirements for SCF for residen
tial and small business (non-Centrex) customers. It replaces Issue 1, June 1986 to reflect changes
in activation/deactivation procedures and modifications to screening list editing procedures.

1.1 Background

SCF is a revenue-producing service intended for residential and business telephone users.

Interoffice application of the service depends on deployment of signaling methods capable of
transmitting calling line identification.

1.2 High Level Feature Description

When SCF is activated on a particular line, certain terminating calls are forwarded to a desig
nated remote station. Call Forwarding is provided whenever a call is received from someone
whose telephone number has been indicated on a list of numbers referred to as the SCF screening
list. Terminating calls from callers whose telephone numbers cannot be identified or have not
been indicated on the list are given standard terminating treatment (without selective forwarding).
This treatment is determined by the line status and other features on the called party's line.

The SCF screening list is a set of 7- and/or ID-digit Directory Numbers (DNs) for calls that should
be forwarded to a remote station. Business group extensions can also be included on the SCF
screening list. The structure of the list and methods for updating its contents are described in r,he
CLAS58M Feature' Screening List Editing, TR-TSY-000220 I

SCF should be independent of other Call Forwarding services such as Call Forwarding Variable,
Usage Sensitive Call Forwarding, Call Forwarding - Don't Answer, and Call Forwarding - Busy
Line. The customer should be able to designate a separate remote DN for each feature: one for
SCF, one for Call Forwarding variable, etc. Calls from DNs that are specified on the SCF screen
ing list should be forwarded to the SCF remote station Calls from DNs that cannot be deter
mined or are not on the list may be forwarded to the remote station designated for the second Call
Forwarding service.

2. User Perspective

A customer can initiate procedures for activating, deactivating, modifying, specifying the remote
ON, or obtaining a status report for SCF by going off-hook, receiving dial tone, and dialing the
SCF access code. The SCF access code should be at least three characters in length. The first
character must be "." while the remaining characters can be any digit 0 through 9. The character
string "u" can be used in place of the character "." for dual-tone multifrequency (DTMF) service
and must be used in place of this character for rotary dial service. Each BOC should be able to

CLASS is a service mark of BeJlcore
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assign these codes on an individual office basis. The suggested access codes for SCF are *63 and
*83. Each code should provide the customer with access to the same set of SCF capabilities. This
allows BOCs, who currently have customers using *63 and *83 as separate activation and deac
tivation codes, to continue such use while permitting other BOGs, who are not currently providing
screening list features, to advertise just one code as a single access code.

Once either SGF access code has been successfully entered, the customer should receive announce
ments providing the following information (not necessarily in this order):

• The name of the service (i.e., SGF)

• The current status of SCF (i.e., active or inactive)

• The current size of the customer's SCF list

• The customer's remote ON (when SCF is active)

• Actions and associated dialing codes available to the user

- Confirm or change remote DN (when SCF is active)

- Add entr(y)ies to the list

Delete entr(y)ies from the list

List review

Change status (i. e., active to inactive or inactive to active).

Call attempts to lines that have SCF active should be forwarded to the designated remote station
if the calling DN has been specified on the SCF screening list. Forwarding should take place
whether the base station is busy or idle. This includes the case when the customer is engaged in a
screening list editing session for SCF or any other screening list feature,- as long as SCF is active
and the calling DN is on the customer's SCF list. When a call has been received and forwarded, a
ring reminder is given if the base station is idle.

SCF customers should be able to eliminate and reinstate the ring remmder on a service order
basis. A forwarded call cannot be answered at the base station. All forwarded calls will be
treated in the same manner as if the forwarding were caused by the Call Forwarding Variable ser
vice (see LATA Switching Sy.stems Generic Requirements (LSSGRj, TR-TSY-00OO64, FSO 01-02
1401121 )

Call attempts from DNs that cannot be identified or are not on the SCF screening list should not
be forwarded except in accordance with another active Call Forwarding service

3. Feature Requirements

3.1 Feature Operations

When the customer has successfully dialed one of the SCF access codes, the system should provide
the announcements described in Section 2.

If the service is active at the time the access code is dialed, the system should provide an
announcement stating the existing remote ON and instructing the customer to confirm it or specify
a new remote ON. If a new remote ON is specified, the system should voice back the new remote
ON and instruct the customer to confirm it or specify another remote ON. This process should be
repeated until the customer specifies the confirm remote Or\ command. Once this occurs, the
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